Introduction
Within the current economic climate, organisations are facing many difficulties and challenges due to a multiplicity of factors such as globalisation and the resulting intensification of competition between organisations. This situation is encouraging the use of new management concepts and paradigms such as KM that have been recognised as an important tool for improving the efficiency and success of organisations (Lee and Choi, 2003) .
Most of the available studies relating to KM have considered organisational knowledge as a significant asset for gaining competitive advantage and as a significant contributor to the success and survival of any organisation within a highly competitive business environment (e.g. Zack et al, 2009; Marqués & Simón, 2006; Hasan & Al-Hawari, 2003 and Claycomb et al, 2002) . Subsequently, investigation of some aspects of KM (mainly KM processes) is viewed as an imperative issue for intensive research. As a result of this, effective implementation of KM processes has become a key strategy for improving OP since suitable management and application of knowledge can assist more comprehensive than the simple management of information. Whilst information can be stored outside the human brain, the primary part of an organisation's knowledge is located within the minds of its members (Al-adaileh and Al-atawi, 2011; Marques and Simon, 2006) . If we accept knowledge to be socially constructed then, like culture, it emerges and develops through organic creation and societal interaction. Knowledge is thus seen in terms of cognitive, situational, experiential and emotional factors (Al-adaileh and Al-atawi, 2011) . Effective utilisation of organisational knowledge in a way that adds value to the organisational knowledge is referred to within the academic literature as 'KM'. However, one could argue that the concept of knowledge is so subjective that its meaning differs among scholars and that every organisation has its own definition of knowledge, how it should be gathered, categorised and made available to employees (e.g. Zaim, 2006; Marques and Simon, 2006; Nonaka, 1994) .
Depending on which view of knowledge is adopted, the focus of KM must be different. According to Alavi and Leidner (2001) if knowledge is viewed as a process, then the implied KM focus is on the knowledge flow and the processes of creating, sharing, and distributing knowledge, if knowledge is viewed as an object, then KM should focus upon the building and managing of knowledge stocks. If we are to understand the importance of tacit knowledge, as scholars such as Nonaka would argue, then any KM practices must prioritise the conversion of this knowledge into explicit knowledge and its management as tacit knowledge through social interaction. In spite of the fact that KM has become an important line of research in the last few years, it is still difficult to find a conceptualisation that is commonly accepted by a majority. This is unsurprising given that knowledge is, in itself, both a tangible and intangible resource (Hall, 1993) . Marques and Simon (2006) 
Knowledge Management Processes
Effective utilisation of organisational knowledge in a way that adds value to the organisational knowledge is referred to within the academic literature as 'KM'. Yang and Wan (2004) provide a comprehensive view of the concept of KM that manages to identify all of the processes involved. KM processes might be defined as the processes by which individuals, teams and organisational subsystems interact, create, store, share, and effectively use knowledge. An effective organisational environment and the implementation of (KM) processes should increase the quality as well as quantity of both explicit and tacit knowledge of individuals, teams and the whole organisation (Sanchez and Palacios, 2008.) . Nonaka (1994) also asserts that knowledge is fundamentally convertible and proposed four key stages of knowledge conversion known as SECI (socialisation, externalisation, combination and internalisation). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) postulated that knowledge conversion involves the transformation of tacit into explicit knowledge followed by the re-transformation from explicit into tacit knowledge. They described the following KM processes:
 Socialisation which is seen as the method of adapting implicit knowledge into new tacit knowledge.  Externalisation which involves the process of articulating tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge.  Combination which is seen as the method of transferring explicit knowledge into more intricate and organised sets of explicit knowledge.  Internalisation is the process of integrating explicit knowledge into tacit knowledge.
According to Nonaka (1994) , knowledge conversion processes within the context of large organisations can be seen as mechanisms to create knowledge through continuous dialogue on tacit and explicit knowledge. This, as one could argue, can limit the value of these processes to the measurement of knowledge creation which is seen by other researchers as one of the main KM processes. However, it is not the only one that should be considered as of value.
A more comprehensive view of the constituent KM processes is provided by Zaim (2006) who claims that it is possible to compose a more comprehensive process-oriented view of KM. He stated that: "KM is the systematic management of all activities and processes referred to generation and development, codification and storage, transferring and sharing, and utilisation of knowledge for an organisation's competitive edge" (Zaim, 2006, p.3) . Process-oriented definition of KM was also emphasised by Jashapara (2004) who revealed that KM involves any practice or process of acquiring, creating, sharing, capturing and using knowledge, wherever it resides, to enhance organisations learning and performance.
In fact, researchers differ in terms of their appreciation of KM processes and different researches have adopted different processes of KM. Table 1 below provides a summary of some of these processes. Leidner (2001) Knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, knowledge distribution. De Jarnett (1996) Knowledge construction, knowledge embodiment, knowledge dissemination and use, knowledge retention and refinement.
Fong and Choi (2009) Knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge distribution, knowledge use, knowledge maintaining.
Lettieri et al (2004)
KM cycle in non-profit organisation, storage, retrieval, diffusion and presentation, application, creation Mills and Smith (2011) Knowledge creation, knowledge acquisition. Mishra and Bhaskar (2011) Knowledge creation. Quintas et al (1997) Process or practice of crating, acquiring, capturing, sharing, and using knowledge Singh and Soltani (2010) Knowledge creation, knowledge use, knowledge transfer. Zack et al (2009) Knowledge location and sharing; Knowledge experimental and creation. Zaim et al (2007) Knowledge generation and development; knowledge codification and storage; knowledge transfer and sharing; and knowledge utilization. 
Organisational Performance
For every scholar or practitioner within business and management disciplines, performance is the paramount concern (Politis, 2002) . Chakravarthy (1986) argued that it is difficult to engage in comprehensive comparative analysis of the differences between the performances of companies when using traditional financial measures such as Return on Equity (ROE), Return on Capital (ROC), and Return on Sales (ROS). Similarly, Kaplan and Norton (1996) found that classic financial accounting measures such as Return on Investment (ROI) and Earning Per Share (EPS) can be deceptive when providing indications regarding the issues of continuous progress and innovation. This suggests that these traditional accounting practices with their focus on short-term indicators such as share prices, turn over, cash flow and profit are not actually appropriate for assessing the overall performance of corporations, whereas non-financial elements such as stakeholders, investors and customers have recently been recognised as more accurate indicators (Edvinsson, 1997; Lee, Lee and Kang, 2005) .
In addition to the definitional difficulties mentioned above, in order to measure the impact of KM on OP, scholars must establish a means by which OP should be measured. This is more problematic than it might appear since the changing nature of the 'firm' or 'organisation' has led to a corresponding need to adjust the scales and factors by which we measure performance. It is also important to be able to utilise a method of measurement which is compatible with the independent variable (Knowledge Management). This is because it has proven to be problematic to measure the effects of KM when utilising more traditional measurements for evaluating firm performance. For instance, Tanriverdi (2005) only found a moderately weak relationship (r ¼ 0.15 to 0.17) between a firm's financial performance (ROA and Tobin's Q) and its ability to create, share, integrate, and use knowledge. As Davenport (1999) show that, although the relationship between KM and performance indicators has been discussed at length of balance sheet, exchange value, market value, etc, few firms have been able to create a causal relationship between KM activities and OP utilising traditional measurements. Many scholars have therefore felt it necessary to attempt to measure other OP indicators when attempting to investigate the effects of KM including non-financial performance measures such as productivity (Lapre and Wassenhove, 2001) , quality (Mukherjee, Lapre, and Wassenhove, 1998) , and innovation (Francisco and Guadamillas, 2002) . Cotora (2007) claimed that to measure corporate performance, it is imperative that a system takes into account indefinable values such as competencies, partnerships and knowledge along with inter-relationships and the process of conversion in situations.
In order to consider financial and non-financial measures, Maltz, Shenhar and Reilly (2003) have developed performance model, called Dynamic Multi-dimensional Performance (DMP) framework which has also empirically tested its validity to modern organisation. The DMP model consists of five major success dimension namely (financial, market, process, people, and future). This research project shall adopt these five performance measures proposed by Maltz, Shenhar and Reilly (2003) to evaluate the organisational performance as they provide a holistic approach to measuring organisational success and are comprehensive and clear in their identification of measurement tools.
Knowledge Management Processes and Organisational Performance
One of the main difficulties that the vast majority of the literature faces and attempts to deal with in this field is that of how to measure the relationship between two holistic and intangible concepts (KM and FP) (Decarolis and Deeds, 1999; Davenport, 1999) . The main issue for scholars dealing with the area of KM is attempting to examine the ways in which it affects OP. In order for KM as a discipline to be accepted as of as great importance as its proponents would argue, it is necessary to be able to demonstrate a clear and causal link between effective Knowledge Management within an organisation and an improvement in that organisation's performance.
Many scholars and practitioners have simply taken the apparent tautology for granted (Kalling, 2003) since successful firms utilise more and better knowledge than others. However, the "conversion of knowledge into improved performance is not automatic or free from problems" (Kalling, 2003, p.68) . Whilst common sense might indicate that such a relationship must exist and that any firm which improves its knowledge management practices would thereby see an improvement in performance, both proving that link empirically and designing a theory that is capable of explaining, reasoning and predicting the relationship between the two has proven problematic.
It must be noted that there is a significant gap in the literature of "large-scale empirical evidence that KM makes a difference to organisational performance" (Zack, McKeen, and Singh, 2009, p.393) . This has translated into problems for practitioners. For example, in a survey of 431 US and European organisations by the Ernst & Young Centre for Business Innovation, the most difficult obstacle faced in carrying out KM practices was found to be ''measuring the value of knowledge assets and/or impact of knowledge management'' (Ruggles, 1998,p.82 ).
The indicators show that there is a positive relationship between an efficient and effective application of KM and organisational performance such as Hasan and Al-Hawari (2003) and Claycomb, Droge and Germain (2002) . Perceived benefits of KM can range from better knowledge sharing, cost savings, faster access to knowledge, increased profitability, and shorter time-to-market to new business opportunities (Skyrme, 2001) . Marqués and Simón, (2006) explored the connection between KM practices and organisational performance based on an empirical study carried out on 222 Spanish firms in the biotechnology and telecommunications industries. Their study revealed how the organisations that adopt knowledge management practices obtain better results than their competitors. Yang and Wang (2004) examined the extent to which the four International five-star hotels in Taiwan implement KM practices (notable the acquiring, sharing and storing), the method in which they are implemented and the impediments they face. The study shows that KM practices, such as programs and cultures that support knowledge sharing, storing, and acquiring, can benefit such hotels not only financially but in terms of the functioning of the organisation and welfare of the staff.
Furthermore, Darroch (2005) provides empirical evidence to support the role of KM practices within organisations based on the analysis of data that was collected from CEOs representing organisations with 50 or more employees from a cross-section of industries; the study presents knowledge management as a coordinating mechanism. This empirical evidence supports the view that an organisation with a knowledge management capability will use resources more efficiently and so will be more innovative and perform better. In addition, according to the study, knowledge acquisition positively affected both knowledge dissemination and responsiveness to knowledge. Similarly, knowledge dissemination was found to have positively affected responsiveness to knowledge. Thus, an organisation with access to a greater pool of knowledge is likely to have better developed knowledge dissemination and responsiveness to knowledge behaviours and practices. Likewise, an organisation with better-developed knowledge dissemination behaviours and practices is likely to be more responsive to knowledge. It is clear from this study that not only do KM practices improve OP, they also enhance each other.
It is also argued that KM provides continuous learning for better business performance and accelerates the spiral of innovation. (Chang and Ahn, 2005) . Consequently, it can be postulated that with successful implementation of KM practice, organisations are able to perform intelligently to sustain their competitive advantage by developing their knowledge assets (Wiig, 1999) . However, many of the studies drew quite nuanced conclusions. For instance, Darroch (2005, p.107) found that "firms with well developed knowledge management practices and behaviours are more likely to develop incremental innovations", but that there was "insufficient evidence to support the view that firms with well developed knowledge management practices and behaviours will perform better", (Darroch, 2005, p.107) and that, out of the indicators examined only responsiveness to knowledge was found to directly influence organisational performance.
Furthermore, Zack, McKeen and Singh, (2009) investigated the organisational impact of KM in terms of performance. Twelve KM practices were identified and explored in terms of their impact on organisational performance within the context of business organisation in North America and Australia. The study revealed that KM practices were directly related to organisational performance
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June 7-8, Munich, Germany yTubigi and Alshawi 753 The Impact of Knowledge Management Processes on Organisational Performance which, in turn, was directly related to financial performance. On the other hand, there was no direct relationship found between KM practices and financial performance. Tanriverdi (2005) found only a weak correlation between a firm's use of knowledge and its financial performance. In addition, due to the extremely large number of exogenous factors, such linkage is obscure and difficult to be empirically validated (Bharadwaj, 2000) . Therefore, many studies suggest more immediate indicators of KM performance such as level of knowledge sharing (Bock and Kim, 2002) , knowledge quality (Huang, Lee and Wang 1999) .
Indeed, this lack of ability to directly relate OP and KM in enough correlation has led many to extrapolate from the relationships they are able to evaluate positively. For instance Lee and Choi (2003) concluded that as long as KM practices enhance aspects of organisational performance, positive financial performance will later result. They found direct relationship between KM practices and various intermediate measures of strategic organisational performance namely; product leadership, operational excellence, and customer intimacy, which in turn are associated with financial performance.
To provide more in-depth into the investigation of the previous studies relating to the impact of KM processes on organisational performance, table 2 summarises some of the previous studies that were relevant to the focus of this research. 
Knowledge Management Processes Impact on Organisational Performance
Since knowledge is rapidly becoming a very important measure of the organisational future performance (Choi and Lee, 2002) , it is therefore vital that indictors and measurement techniques are developed in order to allow managers to handle the organisational knowledge better. The contribution which KM can make is an important issue for research especially given the increasing emphasis on the concept of knowledge workers and the knowledge based organisation. Moreover, KM has the potential to help organisations to select, organise, capture, distribute, and transfer significant information, knowledge, and expertise which enables improvement of organisational performance.
Much research has highlighted the importance of knowledge in company performance, and organisations are increasingly concerned with managing their knowledge effectively to keep ahead of the competition. Yet, according to Kalling (2003) , current research into KM does not identify or offer a clear understanding of the role of KM in improving organisation's performance. Many scholars have tried to assess KM's contribution such as Su, Chen and Sha (2006) , who claim that knowledge work can lead to new technologies to develop new products and ways of working. Moreover, the knowledge base of a company is commonly viewed as the fundamental underlying factor in performance levels (Lai and Lee, 2007) . For numerous scholars (Amit and Schoemaker, 1993; Grant, 1996; Krogh and Roos, 1996; Spender, 1996; Teece, 2000; Eisenhardt and Santos, 2002) knowledge, which possesses all kind of strategic asset, is the paramount and the only resource for achieving sustainable higher performance.
Bergeron (2003) provides probably the most detailed and, for the purposes of this study, useful description of KM processes. He used the concept of KM life cycle including eight processes (creation and acquisition, modification, use, transfer, archiving, translating/repurposing, access, and disposal). This research will adopt these eight processes to evaluate KM life cycle processes.
Knowledge creation and acquisition
Knowledge creation, when defined as a process, refers to the initiatives and activities undertaken towards the generation of new ideas or objects (Mitchell and Boyle, 2010) . It is organisation's ability to develop new ideas and solutions regarding different aspects of organisational activities, from managerial practices to products to technological processes (e.g. Nonaka, 1991, Un and CuervoCazurra, 2004 ). According to Mills and Smith (2011) , the term ''acquisition'' refers to a firm's ability to identify, acquire and accumulate knowledge (whether internal or external) that is essential to its operations. The external sources for an organisation to acquire knowledge could be through hiring people possessing the required knowledge or by purchasing knowledge assets such as patents, research documents or other intelligence (Wong and Aspinwall, 2004) . In the creation and acquisition phase of the KMLC, information is created or acquired internally by knowledge workers, externally through outsourcing, or purchased from an outside source, and the mechanisms for this phase including self-reporting, documentation, program, instrumentation, network, knowledge engineering (Bergeron, 2003) . To this end therefore, according to the previous studies and Bergeron (2003) concept of KM life cycle it is expected that: June 7-8, Munich, Germany yTubigi and Alshawi 755 The Impact of Knowledge Management Processes on Organisational Performance  Knowledge creation and acquisition is positively related to organisational performance through self-reporting, documentation, program instrumentation, networks, and knowledge engineering.
Knowledge Modification
Bhatt (2001) stated that modification or conversion process takes place along the supply chain of data, information and knowledge, he argued that organisations must speedily convert data into information, and this information into organisational knowledge to maximise benefits from this process. According to Bergeron (2003) the information through the modification phase is modified to meets the requirements of the future needs of the knowledge management and their workers, the support mechanisms of this phase include editing tools, tracking, security, and version control. To this end therefore, according to the previous studies and Bergeron (2003) concept of KM life cycle it is expected that:
 Knowledge modification is positively related to organisational performance through editing tools, tracking, security, and version control.
Knowledge Use
The information is employed for whichever purpose necessary based on the situation. The range of potential uses for information is virtually unlimited depending upon the needs and activities of the knowledge workers and management within the organisation (Bergeron, 2003) . Knowledge that an employee fails to use or share is of little importance to an organisation. Bhatt (2001) stated that making knowledge more active and relevant for the organisation in creating values depends on applying and sharing this knowledge. The ultimate goal for knowledge is to get the right knowledge to the right people at the right time and to help people share and use different types of knowledge to improve organisational performance. In fact, one could argue that the real value of all KM processes comes from the effective use of individual and organisational collective knowledge. Employees should collaborate to use knowledge for the benefits of their organisations through acquire, accumulate, seek, create, generate and capture knowledge (Daud and Yusoff, 2010) . Bergeron (2003) stated that the support mechanisms for this phase are feedback system, tracking system, dissemination technology, and search technologies. To this end therefore, according to the previous studies and Bergeron (2003) concept of KM life cycle it is expected that:
 Knowledge use is positively related to organisational performance through feedback systems, tracking systems, dissemination technology, and search technologies.
Knowledge Archiving
Archiving involves the storing of the information in an appropriate form that ensures the security and access to this information in the future, and this happen through information technologies, controlled vocabularies, librarian, controlled environment, and maintenance programs (Bergeron, 2003 ). An organisation is constantly in danger of accidentally losing the gained knowledge if this knowledge that has been acquired, created and shared, not supported by knowledge storage and documentation (Stein and Swass, 1995 another'', ''Agent'' can refer to an individual, a team, an organisational unit, the organisation itself or a cluster of organisations (Kumar and Ganesh,2009, p.163) . Argote and Ingram (2000, p. 151) define knowledge transfer as "the process through which one unit (e.g., group, department, or division) is affected by the experience of another". Knowledge transfer is about connection that ultimately depends on choice made by individuals (Dougherty, 1999) . Bergeron (2003) postulated in order to increase the value of the information and to enable knowledge sharing, information should be transferred freely within the organisational context using various types of media (e.g. entrant, emails). He assumed that in this phase physical transfer, and networks are the support mechanisms. To this end therefore, according to the previous studies and Bergeron (2003) concept of KM life cycle it is expected that:
 Knowledge transfer is positively related to organisational performance through physical transfer, and networks.
Knowledge Translation/Repurposing
In this phase the information might be translated from its original form into a form that is more suitable for the user (e.g. from numerical to textual form), this is important to simplify the information in order to suit the recipient's specific requirements and their own knowledge base, and this process take place through outsource expertise, and information technologies (Bergeron, 2003) . To this end therefore, according to the previous studies and Bergeron (2003) concept of KM life cycle it is expected that:
 Knowledge translation/repurposing is positively related to organisational performance through outsource expertise, and information technologies.
Knowledge Access
Bergeron (2003) show that successful KM systems should provide continuous access for authorised users through the use of query support mechanisms. A parallel access should also be available and supported by the system. Lettieri, Borga and Savoldelli (2004) make the points that knowledge distribution can be accessible to whoever can use it. Furthermore, different kind of people (e.g. managers, professionals, client, etc) perhaps could need to show the information in different ways depending on how they have to use (Lettieri, Borga and Savoldelli, 2004) . In fact, the value of knowledge is restricted with the ability to access it when needed to make decisions or to solve organisational problems or for whatever purpose in any given situation. The support mechanisms for this phase are corporate policy, information technology, and librarian (Bergeron, 2003) . To this end therefore, according to the previous studies and Bergeron (2003) concept of KM life cycle it is expected that:
 Knowledge access is positively related to organisational performance through corporate policy, information technologies, and librarian.
Knowledge Disposal
Some information will be of little or no value in the future and therefore should be destroyed or stored elsewhere through established processes and technologies in order to keep the standard body of knowledge at a level which is manageable (Bergeron, 2003) . Clear, coherent procedures should be applied when selecting information for disposal or disposing them in order that valuable information does not end up being destroyed. To this end therefore, according to the previous studies and Bergeron (2003) concept of KM life cycle it is expected that:
 Knowledge disposal is positively related to organisational performance through established processes, and technologies.
